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ABSTRACT 

The Gateway Writing Project (GWP) at the University 
of Misouri-Saint Louis is described in this report. It is the St. 
Louis s-.te of the National Writing Project founded at the University 
of California, Berkeley to meet the critical need for highly skilled 
teachers of writing. GWP has helped students at all levels learn to 
write by providng specialized training for their teachers. From 1984 
to 1987, it developed a model integrating computers into a program of 
staff development, action research, and support for instructional 
change in writing. Staff development has consisted cf summer 
institutes for teachers, ±-day seminars for administrators, and a 
variety of credit courses and noncredit workshops. Action research 
has included case studies, text analyses, and participant observation 
in the classrooms of trained teachers. Support has focused on four 
pilot schools where teachers and administrators formed writing 
improvement teams. The project's impact has been far-reaching and 
rapid, including five curriculum guides to teaching writing with 
computers, dozens of articles, and program replication at an 
inner-city teacher's college, nformation has ber iL shared with 
educators statewide and internationally. Because of this project, the 
university c ^n now offer valid, classroom based information to 
schoo. s and teachers planning computer equipped writing programs. A 
list of selected Gateway Writing Project publications and materials 
is appended. Contains 7 references. (SM) 
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AASCU/ERIC Mode! Programs Inventory Project 



The AASCU/ERIC Model Programs Inventory is a two-year project seeking 
to establish and test a model system for collecting and disseminating 
information on model programs at AASCU-member institutions — 375 of the 
puJHc four-year colleges and universities in the United States. 

The four objectives of the project are: 

o To increase the information on model programs available io 
all institutions through the ERIC system 

o To encourage the use of the ERIC system by AASCU 
institutions 

o To improve AASCU's ability to know about, and share 
information on, activities at member institutions, and 

o To test a model for collaboration with ERIC that other national 
Drganizations might adopt. 



The AASCU/ERIC Model Programs Inventory Project is funded with a grant 
from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education to the 
American Association of State Colleges and Universities, in collaboration 
with the ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher- Education at The George 
Washington University. 



ABSTRACT 



Since 1978, the Gateway Writing Project (GWP) has helped 
elementary, secondary, and college students learn to write by 
providing specialized training for their teachers. From 1984 
to 1987, GWP developed a model integrating computers into a 
program of staff development, action research, and support for 
instructional change in writing. Each of the three components 
requires collaboration between college faculty and K - 12 
teachers who are fellow learners, writ2rs, and researchers. 

Staff development has consisted of summer inst itut es for 
teachers, one-day seminars for administrators, and a variety of 
credit courses and none red it workshops. Act ion research has 
included case studies, text analyses, and participant 
observation in the classrooms of trained teachers. Support 
has focused on four pilot schools where teachers* and 
administrators formed "writing improvement teams." 

Because of this project, we are now able to offer valid, 
classroom-based information to schools and to teachers planning 
computer -equipped writ ing programs. 
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INTRODUCTION 



The Gateway Writing Project helps elementary, secondary, and 
college students loam to write by providing specialized training 
for their teacheis. From 1984 to 1987, with the support of the 
Fund for Improvement of Post secondary Education, GWP developed a 
model integrating computers into a program of staff development, 
action research, and support for instructional change in writing. 
Each of the three components requires collaboration between 
college faculty and K - 12 teachers who are fallow learners, 
wr iters, and researchers. 

Staff development has consisted of summer institutes for 
teachers, one-day seminars for administrators, and a variety of 
credit courses and noncredit workshops. Action research has 
included case studies, text analyses, and participant 
observation in the classrooms of trained teachers. Support 
has focused on four pilot schools where teachers and 
administrators formed "writing improvement teams." The three 
components create and system of cont inuous feedback . 

The experience of the past three years has confirmed the 
importance of our t eacher-cent<ered, school-centered plan. We are 
convinced that the computer is not a treatment or a quick-fix for 
the nation's writing problems. In addition, we see more clearly 
the complexity of planning computer-enriched writing programs. 
Issues of space, time, access, and equi'cy proved greater than we 
had anticipated. An individual classroom teacher is much more 
autonomous when teaching writing with pen and paper — tools 
available anywhere — than when teaching with the myriad 
constraints of software, lab schedules, and after-school access 
to writing tools. 

This report will analyze the three components and their 
results and offer some recommendations for further work with 
computers and writing process instruct ion. 



BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

Since 1978, the Gateway Writing Project had been offering 
summer institutes for teachers following the model successfully 
developed by the National Writing Project. By 1984, the 
explosion of microcomput ers in the schools had created the need 
for a new kind of training, one for which no model existed. We 
wanted to integrate computers into our approach to staff 
development in a way that retained our emphasis on the direct 
experience of writing. We wanted to help teachers use computers, 
but we did not want computer literacy to become the focus of the 
course. We also wanted to retain the National Writing Project's 
emphasis on teachers teaching teachers. 
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To accomplish these goals, we decided on a plan of 
collaborative action research with the strongest graduates of 
previous years 1 writing projects. We would invite them back to 
the university for a second summer institute — introducing them 
to computers and to the new research on word processing and 
writing. Then we would work closely with them during the next 
school year as tliey tried ouc various approaches to using 
computers in their process- or iented wr it i ng classrooms. In 
this way, the experiences of our teacher/ researchers would be 
applied in fine-tuning our model for future staff development. 

We suspected that effective computer-assisted writing 
programs would involve systemic as well as instructional changes. 
We planned, therefore, to provide seminars for school 
administrators and to encourage the development of "writing 
improvement teams" consisting of project-trained teachers, 
admin ist rat ors, and such resource people as computer coordinators 
or librarians. We would identify several pilot schools where we 
could fallow such teams and learn more about the impact of 
computers on each school's approach to literacy. 

DESCRIPTION 

The Gateway Writing Project is the St. Louis site of the 
National Writing Project (NWP) , which was founded at 
University of California/ Berkeley in 1974 to meet the critical 
need for highly-skilled teachers cf writing. Today the NWP 
includes over 160 sites in 47 states, each representing a 
partnership between higher education and local schools. 

Starting in 1978 under a Missouri Title IV-C grant, the 
Gateway Writing Project provided advanced training for about 100 
teachers from area schools. Several years of minimal or 
nonexistent funding followed, as tae director and the trained 
teachers kept the project alive through publications and school- 
sponsored workshops. Then Gateway received a small grant from 
the National Wr it ing Project matched by the University to begin 
working with computers in the writing process. This support, and 
the subsequent major FIPSE grant, made it possible to 
institutionalize the project at the university and to secure its 
future as a commun it y resource . 

During the FIPSE years, the Gateway Writing Project 
integrated computers into a three-pronged model of staff 
development, action research, and support for instructional 
change in writing. 

Staff Devel opment 



Our first component , teaching teachers, 
practice at National Writing Project sites, 
summer inzt it ut es to experienced teach 



is based on typical 
We offer intensive 
ers admitted on a 
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competitive basis, 1 diversity courses open also co preservice 
teachers, and shorter inservice workshops led by project -trained 
teachers in the school districts (Flinn & Madigan, "Gateway") . 

Summer Institutes : Since 1984, we have focused the summer 
invitat ional institutes on "Teaching Writing with Computers." 
Offered for 5 semester hours graduate credit, these institutes 
provide a cadre of teacher/consultants with the traininq 
and confidence to staff the noncredit inservice workshops. 

At least one university professor and one Gateway-tr Q jd 
teacher/consultant from the public schcoln form the core staff 
for the summer institute. Support staff may include a student 
aide, guest teacher /consultants, graduate interns or researchers, 
and faculty visiting from prospective NWP sites. Such diverse 
staffing tacitly suggests the importance of collaborative 
learning and teaching . 

Planning for the summer institute aims for high visibility 
and high commitment. In February, we circulate flyers and send 
personal letters to public and private school administrators 
seeking nominations of excellent writing teachers. in April, we 
screen applications. Candidates receive a welcome letter and an 
initial reading and response assignment to bring to the 
institute in late June. 

Our program still follows a plan typical of the National 
Writing Project. The institute runs four weeks, 9-3, 
Monday through Friday. Morning is primarily class time; 
afternoon is writing time. In the morning, teachers share 
reading responses, discuss their students' and their own 
writing processes, present model lessons, see software and 
teaching demonstrations on a large monitor, and do prewriting 
for the assigned papers — sometimes by hand, sometimes by 
machine. In the afternoon, teachers browse through the GWP 
reserve collection in the library, meet with peers for feedback 
on their drafts, and write in the lab. Staff may be helping 
at the computers or conferring with writers or groups. 

Participants compose, save, and print two major papers--a 
personal experience piece (narrative, poetry, memoir, letters) 
published informally for the group, and a curriculum article 
published and disseminated by the project. 

Except for the first day when we explain how to handle a 
disk and save a file, the focus is on writing. Computers are 
taught at need-to-know points. For example, the advanced layout 
commands (blocks, headings indented at various levels) are 
introduced with the curriculum paper to create a formal, 
published appearance. 

We also try to show teachers how to manage a computer- 
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assisted classroom through multiple sources of information. We 
encourage those who are already computer-literate to help, but 
warn tutors not to take over the keyboard or the thinking for 
the novice. Lat^r, most teacher/consultants will apply a similar 
approach when they use peer tutors in their own labs. 

Inservice Worksh ^s: In addition to the summer invitational 
institute, we offer a variety of inservice workshops in the 
schools. When administrators contact the Gateway Writing Project 
to request ter.cher-training , most often they are thinking of a 
brief introduction to word processing with a few techniques for 
teaching writing. Our task is to convince this audience that 
they really need a more thorough, more integrated experience, and 
to desinn workshops that contain the key features of the summer 
institute in the shortest meaningful time. 

Our most frequent solut ion is a none red it , 10-15 cont ect 
hour inservice suitable for teachers from all subject areas. 
Led by GWP teacher/consultants, it presents a process approach 
to teaching writing on the district's standard word processor. 
Here is a sample syllabus: 

Day One: Personal experience assignment (brainstorming, 
quickwr it ing, and other planning activities). Introduction 
to hardware and software (writing multiple leads for the 
paper). Homework (completing rough draft, reading and 
responding to journal articles). 

Day Two: Peer feedback on drafts and on journal responses. 
Rubrics to guide revisions. During the session and in an open 
lab, participants type a second draft on the computers. 

Day Three: Peer response and further revision, printing of 
find copies. More reading and journal response. Teachers 
discuss th^r own composing processes, and compare the experience 
of writing oy hand and by machine. 

Day Four: Distribution of letter-quality class anthology. 
Survey of approaches to using computers in classrooms, including 
ice-breaking activities such as collaborative writing. 

We regard these brief workshops as appet ite-whetter s rather 
than full training experiences. Each summer, some graduates of 
the inservice programs apply to the invitational institute. 
Yet most teachers, unfortunately, get no further training. This 
seems adequate for teachers with prior knowledge of the writing 
process, and for those in schools with strong teacher/ 
consultants and writing-oriented administrators for support. 

Act ion Research 



The Gateway Writing Project's second component, action 



research, encompasses studies in which the practical needs of 
particioants generate the research quostions using descriptive 
ethnography (L. Smith, "Evolving Logic"). Action research 
provides h focus for teachers to continue learning, growing, 
inquiring, publishing after they leave the intensive summer 
course. This blend of training and research is ideal for a 
project like ours. We are working w.th teachers on rapidly- 
changing computer technology where researchers cannot 
pretend to have all the answers and where even the right 
questions may become apparent only in the classroom. Two major 
studies havp been completed. 

I Teacher Research on Learning Environments ; The f 1 rst 
study asked how highly-skilled writing teachers would restructure 
their classes to make use of the computer. We were not 
interested in randomly-selected teachers or in an experimentally- 
controlled curriculum. Instead, we collaborated with tr.i 
outstanding Gateway graduates who received fellowships from the 
National Writing Project to serve as teacher-researchers. 

During 1984-85, they documented what happened to their 
teaching, keeping writing folders for a target class, and writing 
f ieldnotes of assignments , problems, successes, and student 
response (Flinn, "Tales"). In subsequent years, project teachers 
at the pilot schools maintained similar records and discussed 
their observations with staff during oul site visits. 

Project co-director Anne Wright summarized the instructional, 
changes she and other teacher- researchers observed as computers 
were integrated into the writing process ("Teaching Writing"): 

1. Teachers using computers to teach writing become more 
flexible. 

2. Teachers learn how to use computers for their own work. 

3. Teachers require students to do more revising. 

4. Student attitudes toward writing and revising become 
more positive; this affects the way the teacher teaches and the 
quality of student writing. 

5. The writing process becomes more public since much of 
the drafting is done in class time. At the same time, the peer 
editing process becomes more spontaneous and more independent. 

6. In addition to having students do word processing, 
teachers often learn to use the computer as a tool for 
instruction and demonstration. 

7. As teachers gain experience, they discover that students 
need lit^e direct computer instruction to start writing. 



8. Students spend more time on t^sk at the computer than in 
the regular classroom; thus the teacher has more opportunities 
for informal, individual writing instruction. 

9. Access to computers determines to a great extent whether 
students like writing with them. 

These observations have been extremely helpful to newly- 
trained teachers as they plan for computer-equipped writinq 
classes. * 

If we were to highlight a single factor that emerged in 
this first action research project it woulu be the learning 
environment. The physical layout, accessibility, and scheduling 
of computers are crucial to the success of a writing program. We 
identified four settings which could be recommended: 

First, a traditional classroom may use a single computer 
linked to a large monitor to demonstrate writing processes. 
Second, an open classroom can use one or two computers as a 
writing center for flexible, rotating access. Third, a 
schoolwide tutorial writing center may support writing across the 
curriculum. Finally, a computer lab, usually staffed by an aide, 
may serve writing classes; in this case the lab should b; large 
enough for the writing teacher to accompany the whole class 
instead of sending a few students to work on their own. In each 
setting, the key issue is the quality of instructional support 
available to students while they are writing. 

. 11 Colla borative Research on Revision Patterns : In a second 
action research study, project director Jane - Zeni Flinn 
co.laborated with four GWP sixth grade teachers. During a nine 
month school year, we developed case studies and classroom 
ethnographic descriptions (Flinn, "Case" and "Programming"). To 
gather accurate data on revision at the computer, we 
commissioned special software which records keystrokes and 
replays a composing session on the monitor. Sixth grade 
writers, when viewing the replays, could discuss their " W n 
revision choices in an unusually clear and articulate manner. 
Such .-small-sample qualitative research has been the source of the 
most significant findings about the writing process during the 
past two decades, starting with the work cf Emig (1971) and 
Graves (1975). It helped us understand how computers affected 
the climate of the workshop and the perceptions of young writers. 

We also looked at whole-class data, including interviews, 
writing folders, and revijions of a short story. Two groups had 
regular access to computers, while two learned a process approach 
with pen and paper. An analysis of 61 student papers suggested 
that the crucial variable in revision was not the computer but 
the teacher. In each class, students revised to improve the 
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specific writing problems their teachers had stressed. 

Among the four teachers, three instructional emphases were 
ident if ied in the f ieidnotes and traced in the wr it ing samples : 
fluency, word choice, and mechanics. These differences in 
revision patterns proved statistically significant in a multiple 
linear regression analysis. Computers promoted no single type, 
but made revisions of all kinds easier (Flinn, "Role"). 

Support for Instructional Change 

Our teachers face a double challenge when they attempt to 
implement Gateway training in their schools. Most of them are 
trying to apply a new technology at the same time as they are 
trying to apply new techniques for teaching writing. As they 
experiment , they need cont inuous , varied support from colleagues , 
from administrators, and from other resource people at school and 
university. The Gateway Writing Project has offered such help 
through regular meetings and conferences for teachers, seminars 
for administrators, and writing improvement teams at the schools. 

Teacher/ Consultant Meet i ngs ; Common the the Nat i ona 1 
Writing Project, informal support meetings help newly-trained 
teachers share problems and solutions. Gateway uses such 
meetings to help teachers cope with equipment and scheduling as 
well as curriculum. A different school hosts euch meeting, and 
begins the session by reporting on their program. During the 
year , teachers see and discuss alt ernat ive layouts and teaching 
plans for computer labs, classrooms, and writing centers. 

Gateway also sponsors or shares in the planning of 
occasional conferences and colloquia where our teacher/ 
researchers can share their findings with colleagues. 

Administ rat or Seminars ; Most English teachers would concur 
that administ rat ive support is important in making writing a 
schoolwide priority. With computer-equipped writing programs, 
administrative leadership is absolutely necessary. Few teachers 
can buy software, set up labs, or schedule classes without 
such support. GWP sponsors one-day administrator seminars on 
"Computers, Writing, and Effective Leadership." The key 
presentation features a local principal — often a former English 
teacher long involved both with computers and with the writing 
process. Other presenters include a teacher/consultant, a 
Gateway-trained computer coord inat or , and the project director . 
Administrators who attend often recruit teachers for the summer 
institute and contract for inservice workshops at their schools. 

Writing Improvement Teams : Research suggests that the most 
crucial focus of staff development is not the teacher, 
administrator, or school district, but the individual school. 
So our project has worked with individual pilot schools to design 
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"writing improvement teams," in-house cadres of comput er-and- 
writing specialists. GWP writing improvement teams require: 

one or more administrators who attended GWP seminars, 
two or more project-trained teachers, 

resource staff (e.g. librarian, computer director, lab 
assistant) , 

access to new knowledge (e.g. through a university or 

technical consortium) , 
regular planning and meeting time at the school site, and 

power to make decisions about writing and computers. 

During the FIPSE years we experimented with training and 
support for these teams. After the teachers' summer institute 
and the administrators' seminar, we provided a leadership 
training program in conjunction with an NDN-funded project in the 
nearby Ferguson-Florissant school district. All members of pilot 
school teams participated, initially for four days, later 
requiring just two days. There, the team assessed their school's 
staff, equipment, and organizational climate, and then wrote an 
action plan for integrating computers into the writing 
curriculum. For the two years of development, GWP staff visited 
pilot schools regularly to observe teachers and students, meet 
with the writing improvment teams, and offer feedback. 

Our four pilot sites represent inner city and affluent 
suburban secondary schools, creating a natural laboratory for 
studying comput ei- rich writ ing programs. 

RESULTS 

Each of the three components has helped us understand the 
impact of computers on student writers. In staff development, 
the project has fully achieved its goal. The computer is almost 
transparent in today'rs GWP workshops, taught through 
experience and in the context of writing. Research has given GWP 
a new direction: more of our teachers are involved in classroom 
act ion research and public at ion, and our training is more 
grounded in the results of our own studies. Support for 
instructional change has proved to be the most challenging 
and the most elusive component. Erratic administrative 
support , compet ing teacher commitments , staff transfers, and 
schedul ing problems were factors in the uneven per forma nee of 
the pilot schools and the writing improvement teams. 

St af f Development 

The GWP computer-equipped summer institute has evolved 
during tne past four years. Each summer our teacher applicants 
were more computer literate, the staff more experienced, and the 
lab facilities bett ei . The result of these chang es is our 
current model of staff development. 
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For example, we began by seeing the computer as an add-on, a 
new technique added to our usual schedule of writing activities. 
In 1984, we spent mornings in a seminar room with lectures, 
teaching demonstrations, and iropromptu writing — but no computers. 
Each afternoon, during our usual writing group, library, and 
conference time, t^ac 1 ers took an hour's turn ir 4 the computer lab 
down the hall. In part this structure resulted from the 
university's very limited supply of microcomputers. But it also 
reflect ed our own rather tentative view of technology's role in 
our writing workshops. 

Dur ing the next summers , we int eg rated the computer ™ore 
fully. We learned that physical and temporal arrangements had a 
powerful impact on learning. By 1986, the institute spent the 
entire day in a large resource center with computers arranged 
about the periphery and movable seminar tables in the middle for 
wr it ing g roups ; a lc.rge mon it or made it easy to demon st r at e 
relevant so f tware during the morning's presentations, and an 
adjacent lab provided more computer access in the afternoons. 
Such a flexible setting for electronic composing tools helps 
build communities of writers. 

Act ion Research 

Our col labor at ive research suggests that the computer is a 

flexible writing tool — not a method of instruction or even a 

variable promoting revision. How students use computers in the 

writing process depends largely on how teachers teach. Our 

research confirms our belief in the impor' -nee of good teaching. 

It is in the nature of act ion re sear cn to teed back int o the 
enterprise being studied. At each summer institute, we have 
based a larger number of presentations on the data from our own 
t-'oject. Of course we continue to relate this data to the 
findings of major researchers elsewhere, but we now havp a wealth 
of matP r ial from St. Louis classrooms to confirm their findings 
',z to t sh them out with specific applications. As a result, we 
feel that we teach with more authority and with more integrity. 
In addition, we model the excitement of classroom inquiry to 
future t ea c he r-re search ers. 

Support for Instructional Change 

T eacher/Consultant Meetings : During each of the project 
years , 5 - 6 teacher /con suit ant meet ing s took place between 
Septembe: and June, with generally 10 - 15 project-trained 
teachers in attendance. Participants tended to be those who 
had just completed a summer institute or who were involved in 
action research, along with one or two veterans. 

These meet ing s, and the letters announcing them, was GWP ' s 
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principal means for sustaining organizational communication 
during the schoolyear. For the school and the teachers 
hosting one of these meetings, the occasion served as an 
episode of "peer editing": the school's current comput ers-and- 
writing program was shown to fellow teachers at an early stage of 
development to get informed and collaoorat ive feedback. For 
the visiting teacher/consultants, these meetings provided new 
knowledge, served as a "refresher course," a motivator, and a 
reassurance that others' evolving programs also meet setbacks. 

Administrators' Seminars ; Since 1985, an annual seminar 
ha s been offered on effective schools and teaching writing with 
computers. Interest in these seminars has been strong enough to 
allow them to pay for themselves. Most local school districts 
now have at least one administrator acquainted with the 
problems and issues facing computers-ami-writing programs. 

Of course, familiarity with those problems in no way 
precludes them. Two of the pilot school principals who served as 
seminar presenters found their own writing improvement teams 
beset by staff transfers and shortages in one case, and 
by equipment installation delays in the other. Nevertheless, 
the average level of administrative understanding and support 
available to Gateway-trained teacher/consultants has certainly 
been enhanced by these administrators' seminars. 

Writing Improvement Teams : Five, quite diverse, pilot sites 
developed writing improvement teams: (1) A black inner city 
middle school; (2) A predominantly white middle- income outer- 
suburban high school; (3) An affluent, predominantly white outer 
suburban junior high; (4) An integrated, middle income suburban 
sixth grade center; and (5) a troubled, predominantly black 
inner-suburb high school. 

After the second year, the principal and lead teacher at the 

affluent junior high (3) were transferred, so this pilot was 

replaced with the outer-suburban high school (2), which had just 
gained a new, project-oriented principal. 

In every instance, the activities and accomplishments of 
these teams have been substantial. At the outer-suburban 
high school , for example, the writ ing improvement team, with 
the help of their energetic new administrator, arranged an 
inservice course for the whole English department (which 
generated its own book of curriculum materials), a 
schoolwide bef ore-and-af ter assessment of writing samples, and a 
more equitable schedule for writing lab access. This momentum 
cont inued : the next year Gateway arranged a writ ing-across- 
the-curriculum course for teachers from all departments. 

Similarly, at the inner-city middle school, the writing 
inprovement team (two writing center teachers and an 
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instructional coordinator paid through desegregation funds) 
worked with a local public relations firm to help students 
produce a computer-printed newspaper, school publicity, and 
radio scripts. In both these examples, the involvement of 
building-level administrators as well as teachers, and the 
creative use of outside resources, have led to effective 
integration of computers in the writing curriculum. 

Indeed, these writing improvement teams were envisioned 
as in-house cadres to produce building-level changes in the 
teaching of writing. Toward that end, intensive leadership 
training wa? provided to new writing improvement teams, so that 
each team emerged with a detailed action plan for altering a 
perhaps enlarging its school's writing program. The results of 
this leadership training, team formation, and action-plan 
development have been quite uneven. Only some of the writing 
improvement teams came to function as change-oriented cadres; 
ot those, in turn, only some produced much building-level 
change in school writing programs. 

Such a finding should not prove too surprising. After all 
the reward structure of public secondary schools provides 
significant disincentives, without serious positive incentives, 
tor classroom teachers to act as change agents, action 
researchers, o r even as school leaders. The overwhelming 
majority of teachers will act in these capacities only when it is 
seriously expected of them by an appropriate building-level 
administrator; most will perform effectively in these capacities 
only when the organizational structure of the school facilitates 
that performance. A good illustration in the prodigious change 
accomplished by the team at the outer-suburban high 
«- T u ere ' u hh u 6 new Principal was herself a former 
English teacher who had co-directed a computer-equipped writing 
lao; in addition, a scrong departmental structure existed, and 
once the principal gained the commitment of the English chair, 
he could organize and guide the other English teachers. 

It is, then, perhaps unfair to employ this image of the 
change-producing cadre" as the sole standard for assessing the 
work of writing improvement teams. After all, the concept 
is rooted in the project's recognition that, since it is the 
building-level environment tnat most affects the efforts of a 
teacher/consultant to put GWP principles into classroom 
practice it is building-level support that such an individual 
most needs. Judged in that light, the writing improvement teams 
have been quite uniformly successful in providing not only a 
critical mass" of like-minded colleagues but also some 
administrative understanding and regular consultation from staff. 

Di sseminat ion 

The Project's impact has been far-reaching and rapid. Five 
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curriculum guides to teaching writing with computers and dozens 
of articles have reached a wide audience. The program itself has 
been replicated at an inner-city teachers' college and shared 
with educators across Missouri and in two foreign countries 
FIPSE support played a crucial role in this dissemination. 
Although project members had been writing and speaking for years, 
the amount of dissemination and the number of teachers involved 
in such work increased dramatically during 1534-1987. 

During the FIPSE years, the project's geographical influence 
has spread far beyond the original suburban school districts. 
The 1987 summer institute included a strong representation ^om 
rural and inner city schools, as well a? faculty from an American 
school in Buenos Aires and a multiracial college in South Africa. 

We have found that our program has spread more through the 
reputation of Gateway-influenced schools than through direct 
promotion. For example, dozens of secondary schools in this area 
have established computer-equipped tutorial writing labs, mo&t 
staffed by Gateway teacher/consultants. The two pioneering labs, 
founded by GWP co-director Anne Wright at Hazelwood West High 
School, and by GWP program specialist Susan Thoele at 
Pattonville High School, were named Centers of Excellence by the 
National Council of Teachers of English. Many schools visit and 
model their own facilities on these Centers. 

Networking has continued to be an important means of 
dissemination. Gateway teacher/consultants are active on the 
Board and in the conferences of the Greater St. Louis English 
Teachers Association. We are in regular contact with the 
National Writing Project and the Center for the Study of Writing. 

Computer conferencing has great potential f^r helping 
projects like ours share information and solve problems. From 
1934 to 1986, FIFE'S Technology Study Group linked about 75 
university projects trough a national teleconference. Gateway 
staff members took ic in conferences with such themes as 
"Composition and «^^qn," "Equity," and "Evaluating Computer 
Applications." - 4 , this teleconference emerged a journal 
i ssue ( Machine tfe u ''ted Lear ni ng ) and a pol icy document ( see 
BalestrF) as well o an article whose co-authors were separated 
by 1000 miles (Flinn and Madigan, "Gateway"). 

In 1986, the project itself was disseminated to Harris- 
Stowe State College, a historically black institution which 
prepares most of the elementary teachers for the St. Louis 
Public Schools. Harris-Stowe has created a GWP joint site with 
UM-St , Louis; the new venture was supported by a $10,000 
matching grant from the National Writing Project and from both 
colleges. Th* joint site grew out of a series of successful 
inservice workshops for the City's Division of Technology. 
It promises to increase the project's impact on urban students. 
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Evaluat ion 



The complexity of improving writing in school settings has 
led us to evaluate the impact of our program at successive levels 
and with a varity of measures. Our approach to evaluation puts 
the greatest weight, not on the summer instituta, but on the work 
of t eacher s and student s in classrooms bet ween September and 
June. Stressing direct methods of evaluation, we looked first at 
individual student writers, then broadened our view to include 
the classroom, then broadened again to consider whole schools. 

The initial level of evaluation was the student writer* 
In 1979, before the FIPSE grant, to show that summer institutes 
improved writing in teacher/consultants' classrooms, we assessed 
student papers using holistic scoring, A study of 2,816 essays 
showed significant gains for the students of GWP teachers and 
earned the project Missouri state validation (Shook, Gateway), 
Today many school districts here evaluate writing samples 
annually and report the results to teachers. Another way of 
evaluating individual student writers is the case study. Our 
case studies of children writing with computers were conducted 
as part of a larger collaborative research effort in which 
lusny teachers kept data on selected individuals. Unlike 
quantitative assessments of writing, case studies cannot be 
generalized. However, sharing the results in the teachers' 
meetings helped us to discover issues of general agreement 
which could then be applied to the next round of training. 

Because computers had so sharply changed the "culture" of 
our own writing workshops, we soon extended GWP evaluation 
efforts to a second level of analysis, the school classroom. 
Here our methods have been ethnography and participant 
observation. Our 1984-85 collaborative classroom research 
project taught us that the teacher, not the computer, is the 
dominant force in the instructional climate. In addition, it 
helped us to see that the physical layout of classrooms and labs 
is crucial to the success of computer-rich writing instruction. 

Our third level of evaluation was designed to study the 
school building as a locus for educational innovation. The 
Gateway staff, including sociologist George McCal 1, has guided 
waiting improvement teams through a process of planning and 
self-evaluation. We found that staff involvement at our pilot 
schools has been strong and varied teachers, administrators, 
librarians, computer coordinators, lab assistants. All five 
pilot sites developed active, computer-equipped writing labs and 
at least some classes that emphasize the wr it ing process . But 
we al so found that many fact or s affect a teams 1 s impact on the 
school: the principal's commitment to district goals for 
writing, computers, or both; the leadership of a chair or 
language arts committee ; the GWP teachers 1 status in the 
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building; and the cohesiveness of the writing staff. 

What we learned through evaluation at all three levels has 
been applied to revise and improve our craining. For example, 
when we saw how the computer's physical setting could affect a 
writing environment, we began stressing classroom design. When 
we saw that librarians could improve access to computers, we 
added them to writing improvement teams. 

We have revised our training model much as writers revise 
papers: through collaboration, feedback, recursion, and 
successive approximat i on. What we learn from collaborative 
observation of students, teachers, classrooms, and teams feeds 
back into the training as we continue to revise it. 

Although formative evaluation has been absolutely central 
to our program-revision cycle of planning, implementation, and 
feedback, summative evaluation has also played a part. 
Suminative evaluation has been "user-focused": GWP staff worked 
with the writing improvement teams to help each team design an 
evaluation of its own impact. The results might be used to 
further influence change. The teams varied considerably in the 
breadth and rigor of their evaluation efforts. 

Overall, the pilot effort has been worthwhile. We have 
incorporated the main features of the writing improvement team 
training into our summer administrators' seminar and into the 
last week of the summer institute for teachers. In this way, we 
plan to continue working with building-level programs of 
computers and writing and to continue refining our model. 

Cont inuat ion 

The Gateway Writing Project's role at UM-St . Louis is now 
reasonably secure. Funding and staff have been budgeted by the 
Extension division and planned by the English department, and two 
GWP-based courses are listed in the catalog. 

Beginning in 1986, Extension hired a GWP teacher/consultant 
part time as a "program specialist" to promote and arrange 
inservice workshops; this position has been increased to 60% FTE. 
A catalog of GWP offerings has been jointly published with 
Harris-Stowe State College and distributed to all area schools 
As a result, Gateway inservice programs tripled in three years. 
Secretarial support is provided by Extension and by the English 
department. In addition, the College of Arts and Sciences agreed 
to fund the Gateway co-director from the public schools at 
$4,000. Gateway has been written into the English Department's 
Five Year Plan with an annual budget of $50,000. 

In part, this institutional support resulted from the 
FIPSE and Nat ional Wr it ing Project funding. Equally important 
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was the arrival in 1986 of a new Chancellor at UM-St . Louis who 
has named service to the urban community and to its schools as 
her highest priority. She inaugurated an ambitious and heavily 
grant-funded "Partnership in Progress" with the St. Louis Public 
Schools, and she publicly endorsed the Gateway Writing Project. 
This administrator's impact brings closer to home our GWP 
seminar's stress on administrative support for writing programs. 

At the same time, we have worked through departmental 
systems to institutionalize the project's activities. Both the 
summer institute and an upper-level open admission course are now 
cross-listed under Eng 1 ish- Educat ion in the university catalog. 
The administrators seminar is offered noncredit via Extension. 
Writing improvement teams are introduced in the administrators' 
seminar and the summer institute, and further training can be 
arranged for individual schools on a consulting basis . 

The project's impact on undergraduate writing programs has 
been small but promises to grow. The major drawback has been the 
shortage of microcomputers available to writing classes. 
Although UM-St. Louis has several open labs, it is not yet 
possible for an instructor to schedule a lab regularly — as is 
customary at many high schools where Gateway teacher/ consultants 
work. The English department, under the leadership of a new, 
computer-oriented composition director, is now actively seeking 
support for a properly-equipped writing classroom. 

Since Gateway's director also heads the English-Education 
program, the project has considerable impact on preservice 
teacher training. The Methods course now schedules several 
classes in the computer classroom, where future teachers can try 
out word processing for model lessons. Gateway's library reserve 
collection is well-used oy preservice teachers, many of whom 
later apprentice with GWP-trained cooperating teachers. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Since 1984, the Gateway Wr it ing Project has developed a 
successful model for integrating computers into staff development 
in the writing process, for guiding teachers through the 
challenge of classroom research and publicat ion, and for working 
with writing improvement teams to support instructional change in 
the schools . 

Experience confirms our view of the computer as a tool, not 
a treatment. As our workshop model evolved, the technology 
became more transparent and the focus remained on writing and on 
teaching. We recognized the need to design a total learning 
environment for writing with computers. Problems of access, 
layout, and assistance can sabotage the benefits of electronic 
writing tools. Finally, we learned about the complexity and the 
challenge of planning effective support for school change. 
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SELECTED GATEWAY WRITING PROJECT PUBLICATIONS AND MATERIALS 



Books 



Flinn, Jane Zeni, ed . Reflections on Wr iting; Programs and 

Strategies from Class rooms ~K^I2 ^ QTbana, IL: NCTE/ Create r 
St. Louis English Teachers' Assoc./ Gateway W.P., 1981. 

Archibald Georgia, Linda Spina, Joan Krater, Jane Flinn, eds. 
New Routes to Writing; K-8. Urbana, IL: NCTE/ Greater St. 
Louis English Teachers' Assoc./ Gateway W.P., 1984. 

Curriculum Strategies ; Teaching Writing with Comput ers (5 vols, 
various editors). UM-St . Louis: Gateway Writing Project, 
1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 19CR. 9 " 0 J ect ' 

Gateway Writing Proj ect Information and Course Catalog , 1987-88 
St. Louis: UM-St. Louis & Harris-Stowe State College, 1987. 

FIPSE Technology study Group (Chair D. Balestri; Flinn is 

collaborative author). Ivory Towers, Silicon Bas Pt „> n< - Si 
Learner-centered Co mputing in Post secondary EducaT Ionl — 
McKinney, TX: Academic Computing Pub. / EDUCOM, 1988. 

Published and In-Press Articles 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Journals: Write More— Grade Less." In How to 
Handle the Paperload. Ed. Gene Stanford and the Commi ttee 
on Classroom Practices. Urbana, IL: NCTE, 1979. Rpt . in 
Foundations for Learning La nguage: Supplementary Readings . 
Ed - Susan *oudovin. New York: Scribner (Macmillan), 1986! 

Shook, Judith. "The Gateway Writing Project: An Evaluation of 
Teachers Teaching Teachers to Write." Research in the 
Teaching of English , vol. 15 (October 1981): 282-28 1 . — 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Curriculum Change through Staff Development." 
Education al Leadership , vol. 40, no. 1 (Oct. 1982): 51-52. 

Madigan, Chris. "The Tools that Shape Us: Composing by Hand vs. 
1984?^ X 143 150 a<=hine * " English Education , vol. 16 (Oct 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "An Accountability Model for School Writing 

Programs." English Education , vol. 16 (May 1984): 101-110. 

Thoele, Susan. "Writing Centers: Finally a Place to Go." The 
^3°: a L-U tinq Proifec t Quarterly , vol. 7, no. 3 (AprlX" 
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Madigan, Chris. "Improving Writing Assignments with Communication 
™ eor y- College Composition and Communir at ion. vol. 
36, no. 2 (May 1985): 183-190. 

Wright, Anne. "Hazelwood West Writing Lab; A Center of 

Excellence" Quarterly of the National Writing Project and 
the^Center^fo r the Study of Writing , vol. 8. nJ. ^<Jun* 

Wright, Anne. "Hazelwood West Writing Lab." in Phi Delta 
Kappan, Writing . (PDK Exemplary Practice Series). 
Bloomington, IN: Center on Evaluation, Development, and 
Research. 1987. 

Ehrmann, Stephen, and Diane Balestri, eds., for the FIPSE 

Technology study Group. "Learning to Design, Designing to 
Learn: A More Creative Role for Technology." Collaborative 
essay from text of teleconference chaired by Flinn. Machine- 
N.ediated Learning, vol. 2, nos. 1 & 2 (winter 1987): 9-33 . 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Computers in the Writing Process: A Rhetoric 
of Tools." Quarterly of the National Writing Project and the 
Center for Study of Writing , vol.9, nn.? fApr^i — 

Wright, Anne. "Beyond Tutoring: The Writing Center as the Write 
Place." Writing Lab Newsletter , (April 1987): 13-14. 

Wright, Anne. "Terminal Writing in the Writing Lab." Writing 
Center Journal, vol. 3, no. 1 (Fall/Winter 1987): 21-28. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Case Studies of Revision Aided by Keystroke 

Recording and Replaying Software." Computer s & Composition, 
vol. 5, no. 1 (November 1987): 31-4T7~^ 

Flinn, Jane Zeni (with John Oberschelp) . "Programming Software 
to Trace the Composing Process." Computers & Composition, 
vol. 5, no. 1 (November 1987): 45-4~9V 

Madigan, Chris, and Scott P. Sanders. "Team Planning a 

Computerized Technical Writing Course." Compute rs & 
Compoc i t ion , vol 5, no. 2 (April 1988): 39-50. 

Wright, Anne. "Teaching English while Jumping through New 
Technological Hoops." English Jour nal, vol.77, no. 7 
(November 1988): 33-38. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni, and Chris J. Madigan. "The Gateway Writing 
Project: Staff Development and Computers in St. Louis." 
^ aP ^! r 1 V ritten for Computers in English and Lang uage Arts: 
The Challenge of Tea cher Education , Ed. Cynthia Selfe, Dawn 
Rodrigues, and William R. Oates. NCTE, in press. 



2 



ERIC 



21 



Flinn, Jar.'? Zeni, and Chris J. Madigan. "Hi-Tech Staff 

Development." Writing Program Administrator , in press. 



Elinn, Jane Zeni. "Electronic Writing: The Autobiography of a 

Collaborative Adventure." Quarterly of the National Writing 
Project and the Center for the Study of Writing , in press. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Learner-Centered Approaches to Teaching 

Writing with Computers." Chapter edited for the S^iccn 
Basement Seminar resource book, including my case stucy, 
"Composing, Computers , and Contexts," and reports of two 
other program*. FIPSE/ EDUCOM, in press. 



Unpublished Materials 

F3inn, Jane Zeni. "Tales from Twelve Classrooms: Teaching 

Writing with Computers." Unpub. report, UM-St. Louis, 1985. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Composing, Computers, and Contexts: Case 

Studies of Revision among Sixth Graders in National Writing" 
Project Classrooms." Ed.D, U. of Missour i-Sc . Louis, 1985. 
UM No. 8602959. DAI_, vol. 46: 3636A. 

Gateway Writing Project. Inservice Coord? aat ors 1 Guide to the 
Writing Process, Computer Applications, and Effective 
Teaching. Prepared for the St. Louis Public Schools by 
Marlene Davison, Georgia Schoeffel, Jane Zeni Flinn, 1986. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "The Role of Instruction in Revising with 
Computers: Forming a Construct for 'Good Writing.'" 
Finalist in NCTE's "Promising Researcher" competition, 1986. 
ERIC No. ED274-963. 

Wright, Anne. "Getting Started," "Equipment for the Writing Lab," 
"Keeping Records in the Writing Lab." Chapters for High 
School Writing Labs , ed. P. Farrell. Under review, NCTE. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "A Design for Composing in a Computer-Rich 

Learning Environment . " Unpub. paper, UM-St . Louis, 198 7 - 

Pilot School Writing Improvement Team Reports: Langston Middle 

School, St. Louis City, MO; Lindbergh High School, St. Louis 
County, MO; Steger Sixth Grade Center, Webster Groves, MO; 
University City High School, MO. Unpub, UM-St. Louis, 1987. 

Flinn, Jane Zenx, and Joan Krater. "A Text Analysis of Suburban 
Black Student Writing" and reports of classroom action 
research in progress. Unpub. papers, UM-St. Louis and 
School District of Webster Groves, MO, 1988. 
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Selected Conference Presentations 



Dell 'Oreo, Marilyn. "God, What Hath DOS Wrought?" Nationa] 

Catholic Education Association annual meeting. St. Louis, 
MO, 7 April 1985. 

Ryan, Margaret. "The Computer as Writing Center," National 

Catholic Ed. Assoc. annual mtg. St. Louis, 7 April 1985. 

Wright, Anne. "Revising with An Apple or an Apple Orchard." 

NCTE "Models for Excellence" Conference on Writing Projects. 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa, 30 May 1985. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Collaborative Research as a Writing Project 
Goal." NCTE "Models for Excellence" Conference on Writing 
Projects. Cedar Rapids, Iowa, 30 May 1985. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Four Faces of 'Harry 1 — A Study of Revision 

with Computers." basic Writing Conference, U. of Missouri- 
St. Louis. St. Louis, 21 Sept. 1985. 

Writing Improvement Team of University City High School, MO. 

"Word Processing and Teaching Writing: Research from GWP." 
Midwest Technology Conference. St. Louis, 13 Feb. 1986. 

Madigan, Chris. "Computing Across the Disciplines." Annual 
meeting of the Conference on College Composition and 
Communication. New Orleans, LA, 15 March 1986. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "The Role of Instruction in Revising with 
Computers." Ethnography in Education Research Forum, 
U. of PA, Philadelphia, 5 April, 1986 and Conference on 
Computers & Writing, U. of Pittsburgh, PA, 3 May 1986. 

Flinn, Jane Zeni. "Designing a Learning Environment for Composing 
with Computers." Panel presentation with Diane Balestri, 
Stephen Ehrmann, and David Ferguson of the FIPSE Technology 
Study Group. Annual meeting of the Modern Language 
Association. New York, 30 Dec, 1986. 

Madigan, Chris. "Simulating the Proposal/ Final Report Cycle 
through Software Documentation." Annual meeting of the 
Conference on College Composition and Communication. 
Atlanta, GA, 20 March, 1987. 

Wright, Anne, Jane Zeni Flinn, George McCall, Chris Madigan. 
"A Qualitative Evaluation of Writing with Computers." 
Ethnography in Education Research Forum, University on 
Pennsylvania. Philadelphia, 28 March 1987. 

Madigan, Chris, and Jane Zeni Flinn. "Hi-Tech Staff Development." 
Annual meeting of CCCC. St. Louis, 18 March 1988. 
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Flinn, Jane Zeni, and Joan Krater. "Suburban 3lack Student 

Writing: Text Analysis and Classroom Action Research." 
Presentation to the Assembly on Research Workshop at the 
annual conference of the National Council of Teachers of 
English. St. Louis, 21 November, 1988. 

Media 

COMPTRACE [software]. Keystroke recording and replaying program 
designed tor the Milliken Word Processor by John Oberschelp 
with permission from Milliken Pub., St. Louis, 1985. 

GATEWAY WRITING PROJECT [videotape]. Teachor/consult ants, staff, 
and students discuss writing with computers. By Susan 
Morice Thoele, GWP Program Director, UM-St . Louis, 1987. 

VIDEOTAPES of computer-equipped writing centers under the 

leadership of GWP teacher/consultants have been developed by 
the Hazelwood high schools, Parkway South HS , the St. Louis 
Public Schools Division of Technology, & Webster Groves HS. 



Related Publi cat ions and References 



Balestri, Diane, and Ehrmann, Stephen. Special issue of 

Machine-Mediated Learning , Vol. 2, nos. 1 & 2 (1987). 

Emig, Janet. The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders. 

Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English , 1971. 

Goswami, Dixie, and Stillman, Peter. Reclaiming the Classroom: 
Teacher Research as an Agency for Change. Portsmouth, 
Boynton/ Cook, 1987. 

Graves, Donald. "An examination of the writing processes of 
seven year old children." Research in t he Tea ching of 
English , 9, 227-241. 

McCall, George, and Simmons, J. L. Issues in Participant 

Observation; A Text and Reader. Reading , MA: Addison- 
Wesley, 1969. 

National Writing Project. Guidelines for Site Development. 
Berkeley, CA: University of California, 1987. 

Smith, Lou. "An Evolving Logic of Participant Observation, 

Educational Ethnography, and Other Case Studies." In L. 
Shulman (Ed.) Review of Research in Education (Vol 6, f pp. 
315 - 377). Chicago: Peacock, 1979. 
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